| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakmg
(the“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket Ng ;:- 3

impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporiing on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmé ﬁf‘%ﬁts A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not ke adgeﬁsdz 1 2008

impose such unconstitutional mandates Rellgrous broadcasters who resist ativice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smalier market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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! submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prg
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a refigicus broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so -~ even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. .

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain ticensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
refigious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smalier market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 :

t submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the h
‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

M The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their prograrmming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particufarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2 The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message defivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smatller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowirg is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting maain studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposais would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposeg'lTGlé’r"r\_ea-l:ing (the
“NPRMY), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment nghis. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, 1o take advice from
people wha do not share therr values. The NPRM's proposed adwvisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foliow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programmung. The First
Amendment prohibits govermnment, inciuding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoinis a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2 The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any raligion.

{3 The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, 1s not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs woukd intrude on
constitutionally-protected editonal choices.

(3 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which ceriain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed inandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay frue to their consciences and present only the messages they
carrespond to thewr beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Kesping the elechicity lowing 1s often a challenge. Yet, the Comrissioh proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requirng
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting main studic location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ﬁTJTémakinQ,;'(tjﬁ?;j
“NPRM™), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. )

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, ¥ enacted, would do so — and imust not be adopted.

N The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share therr values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adwice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow therr own
consciences, rather than allowing incornpatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Ameandment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2 The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air ime. Proposed public access reguirements would do so —even if a refigious broadcaster
cunscientiously ohjects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

{3} The FCC must not farce revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programmeng, 1s not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would infrude on
constitutionally-protected editonial choices.

(4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatary special renewal
review of certamn classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadeasters. Those who stay trie to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{9} Many Christian broadcastsrs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
statlons. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge.  Yet, the Commission proposes o further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requinng
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restncting main studia location choices,
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is cantrary to the
public interest,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R‘ulerﬁ'akmg (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposais discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

{1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
vatues could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face fong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5} Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smailler market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

i submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RulemakKi
“‘NPRM™, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not viclate First Amendment nights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do s0 — and must not be adopted.

{n The FCC must not force radie stations, especiaily religicus broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share therr values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing ta follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits goversment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must presait.

&) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiousiy abjects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

{3 The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, 1s not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as whe produced what programs would infrude on
constitutionally-protected edional choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which cartain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal appilication processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certamn classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only th *hay
correspond to their beliefs cauld face long, expensive and potentially ruinous reneva,

(5 Many Christian droadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stalions. Keeping the electritity flowing 1s often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requinng
staff presenca whenever a sfation is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

Rais;ng costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ‘

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.,
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 13

Any new FCC ruies, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

@] The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoeints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so ~ even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especiaily religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency -- and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees wouid be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eiectricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting main studio iocation choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response 1o the Localism Notice of P!
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don'’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpcints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turmn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air ime. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a refigious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any refigion.

{3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The propesed mandatory special renewal
review of cerlain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay frue to their consciences and present oniy the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of ¥ se‘d"Fi"Lfré‘hﬁé“k"ln‘c'i"ﬁ“Fré

"NPRM™). released Jan 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, fenacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religicus broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religigus broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even toss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incemnpatible viewpoints to shape their pregramming. The First
Amendment prehibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2} The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
nghts to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

{3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programminrg, especially religious pregramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionafly-protected editorial ¢ho ces.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered repewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Cormmissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes {0 further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways. (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, {b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo! wﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ@om
“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. B o s

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
cohsciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turm every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air ime. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on fight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals wouild force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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NerecTEs

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

MB Docket No. 04-233
APR 2 1 200
I submit the following comments in response to the Localisrn Notice of Propos, #@5making (the “NPRN\F},
released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. % E TR,
Tl IR

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of proposals
discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who do not share
their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious
broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their values could face increased harassment, compiaints and
even loss of license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpaints to shape
their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a
broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to air time.
Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects fo the
message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force reveiation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of programming,
especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and proposals to force reporting on
such things as who produced what programs wouid intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be automatically barred
from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes of
appiicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to
their consciences and present only the messages they correspond fo their beliefs could face iong, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations. Keeping the
electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market
broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air
and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Motice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 R .
, | | o CC-MA1 ROoM
| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulamarmg-the .

YNPRM™, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not viclate First Amendment nghte. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{H The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share therr values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2} The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pubiic forum where anycns cnd evenone has
rights to air ime. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

{3 The FCC must not farce revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, s not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices,

(4} The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of centan classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters, Those who stay frue to therr consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to therr beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing 1s often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requinng
staff presence whenever & station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary fo the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos+d Rulg‘:%&iﬁ% (‘Jhem[}8
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

1

1= I NPE S Tk Fak Wi §
ici LA ".;EL,."‘J.J{,.'M
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ghta’ A nutberof. -
proposats discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially retigious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2 The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any retigion.

(3 The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what pragrams would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising ¢osts in two ways: (&) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ] o
MB Docket No. 04-233 i
APR

I 2008

{ submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propose¢t Rulemaking (the

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04.233. e any
H ” "”’y“'!j;ééﬁ;..%.it ;‘:‘T':?f“"-‘f"’f'?‘i, 5
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A humber-of..~ =141 |

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. TT—

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposais would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religicus broadcaster, must present,

@) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates onh any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
refigious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and presant only the messages they
carrespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentiatly ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (8) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks —~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above,

A

B ’ [ r

L e (NSO D‘g-@/uﬁ RS
C | ate |
Signature > N

R A
AT WoLE ~ o 5
LU M r){b«-bﬁ 3 AG;Iress {
VU

Name

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)



i i : : _ [TECEVED & INSFECTED |
| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice roposed Rulemaki

(the“NPRM”)’ released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No 04-% 9 1 2008

=]

9

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmeht rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not HFRCeMAILROOM

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peopie who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to foliow their own conscierces, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs wouid
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smalier market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Federal Communications Commyission
445 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Atn: Chief, Media Bureau



{1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, fo take a :

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

{3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editoriai decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

{4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposais would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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. . . : ReOeVED & INGFECTED
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

APR ghel 2008

| submit the following comments in response to the Locaiism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (
*NPRM’), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. -
FCC-MAILROOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rigits—Arrmmmber-of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassmernt, compiaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious prograrmming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of appficants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face fong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a chalienge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
ME Docket No. 04-233

! submit the following commenis in response to the Localism Notice of ProposedgRulemaking (the
‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ‘

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vioiate First Amendment rights. A nombéer of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(N The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share theit
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpaints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

{4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smatler market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC net to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking % APR 2 i 2008
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo%ep n{dkﬁgaah‘é‘:)@m

‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. SN

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do s0 - and must not be adopted.

(N The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Rsligious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating whak viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so —~ even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force ravelation of specific editorial decision-raking information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionalty-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renawal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselvas would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentiatly ruincus renawal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio tocation choices.

Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
publtic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, proceduras or policies discussed above.
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Md[[l)( R AR Page 1 of 4
Ma.t}i“x’f.elecom Inc.
201 Brookwood Road Invoice Number: 67524575 e—
Aimore, AL 36502-3513 Account Number 302190820-2
Billing Date 04/04/08
Due Date 04/29/08 Bm—
HR L ML NS AN AR ] (R EAR LA
519 L/2 1/4% B DyDR3OOR 3ODLATRNOY
Charlotte Johnston
1508 W KEATS AVE Special Notes
FRESNOQ, CA 93711-3003
[ PP PP PO A T O X T R P PR Did you know that you can pay your bill
over the phone? Just call
1-888-TRINSIC (874-6742) to make a
Summary of Services — S — one-time payment by check or credit
Account History card.
Previous Balance $33.77
Payments and Credits Received $26.13 CR
Amount Past Due $7.64

Summary of Charges

Installation Charges $0.00

Service Charges $0.00

Subscription Charges $0.00

Usage Charges $0.00

Fixed Charges $0.00

Discounts/Promotions $0.00

Total Charges $0.00

Other Charges and Fees

Taxes $0.00

Surcharges $0.00

Other Charges $0.00

Late Fees/Administrative $10.11

Total Other Charges and Fees $10.11

Total New Charges $10.11 Answers and information
Current Balance Due By 04/29/2008 $17.75 Bifling Inquiries (800)282-0242

Customer Service (800)282-0242

. See Reverse Side for important Terms and Conditions
Any past due balances are due immediately.

To avoid fate charges. any inquiry about his bil should be made prior to the Due Date, ¥ Detach the coupon below and retur with your payment.
Payment Coupon Mailing Payment
Numbers You need to Know
Account Numb 20-2 To establish Charge Card or
ceouri Numoer 302190820- Automatic Bank Draft Payments
invoice Number 67524575 Check the box at left and ete the
Biting Date ot 04/04/08 s of T o

back side of this payment coupon

To pay by check or Money Order (U.S. Dollars only)
?Qggwe@: nsﬁm o ' Address Changes Write your Account Number on your check

i . Check the box and note changes or . Make Checks payab|e to and mail to:
Fresno, CA* 837143003 .- . corrections on the back of this form: .

Cucren: Balarce Due Ey Sar28/08 . | “girs . Il ot e Ll L IO L
mvoice Nailed On 04/08/03 o Matrix Telecom inc.
. : P.O. Box 60091
New Orleans, LA 70160-0091
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Charlotte Johnston Lo e \ '
1508 W Keals Ave ) :
Fresno, CA 937113003

Thank you for your business!

Provided below are answers to maﬁy bf your ﬂ'eduenby asked queshons

1. What is a PICC? e

PICC stends for Presubscribed lnlerexchangb Carrier-ClTarge, The Presubscribed
Interexchange Carrier Charge Is a fee that long distance companies pay lo the tocal * v
telephone company to help recover part of the costs of providing the “local loop " Local loop
is & term that refers o the outside teiephone wires, unclerpround conduit, te!ephune poles.
and other faciliies that ink each telephoﬂe cu&tomer o the Iele;ihéna netwdrk. This charge

may increase from time to time. T

ot

2. What is a USF Recovery Charge? L
As mandated by the Federal Communications Commissidin, all long distafde companies
must pay into a Federal “Universal Service Fund‘ to subsn:ﬁzq costs !u'access
tetecommunication and information services fdr schaols. Ilbranes * and rurdt heatth facilities.
These costs are re-paid by the customers by means of & surcharge on interstate and
international charges.

3. What Is ths Federal Regulatory Cosi Recovery an?i T TEREN

This fee is necessary to help Telecom Carriers defray mendated FCC tees and rela!ea
administrative expenses. This fee affects all interstate and intemational usage and MRCs
with Voice Services, Frame Refay, ATM, Private Line -- note that it only applies to the
Frame, Private Line, and ATM services that are billed in the United States.

oy

4. What is a Pay phone Surcharge?

The Pay phone Surcharge compensates the pay phone owner for the use of their phones.
This surcharge. paid by Matrix, is mandated by the Federal Communications Commission
and applies to all completed calls placed from a pay phone when using tolk-free numbers,
950, 10-10, or any similar access codes. This mendate applies to all long distarce carmers.
This charge is passed on to the custorner. Pey phone Surcharges are identified as*Pay

phane SRCG Calls” in the Customer Account Summary section. These calls are identified =~

with a “P" next to the call amourt in the Cell Detgil section.

5. On my invoica | noticed the word Prorate. What does it mean?

Some products and services are billed one month in advance. if you sign up for one of
these services in the middie of your billing period. your ¢harges for that period wilf be Jess
than a full menth's charge. This partial month charge is called e prorate. For example, if you
sign wp for Internet services in the middle of your monthly biling cycle, you will bre charged
for 1% days of use {assuming a 30-day month). plus the ful amount in edvance for next
month's charges.

8. How does auto renewal work?
As set out in your agreement with Matrix, your services will
autornatically renew for 12 months at the end of the Initial Term for which they were ordered,
unless terminated by either party. Value Nel/EZ Plan | and EZ Plan H services aute-renew for
a period of 15 or 30 months under the terms and conditions of those services_ If you do not
want your service to auto-renew at the end of its Initial Term, you must send written
notification to the folowing address at teast 30 days prior to the expiration of the Initial Term
for which you ordered the service.

Notices should be sent to:

Matrix

P O Box 10751

Atmore, AL 36502
You may also fax your notificetion to the following number; 1-251-368-1314
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AN Invoice Number: 87524575
7. What is a Minimum Usage Charge?

A Minimum Usage Charge is the difference between your monthly usade gua:’antee B
agreed upon in your Service Cortract, end your monthly usage plus dppllcabie monthly :
recurring charges. This charge will only appear on your invoic if Your ‘morithly usege falls
below your monthly usage guarantee.
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8. How will creptti appear on my involce?,
Credits are identified with “CR” to the right of the donar am

9. In tha Local Service Summary section, what does "%7 Per Line

Subsidy” mean?

As a benefil of having both local and long distence ser\nces with us. Matrix pay 'ET 00 eacr;
month, per focal service line. This subsidy IS already stibtracted ifr the line charges shown o0
your invoice.

10.1n the Local Service Summary sectlon whal does “Per Use Services” mean?
Dependi g on thie fedtines offered in yhur geoglarr'lc ‘area, the'se services may include: Call
Return, Three-Way Caliing, Call Trace, Continuous Redial, Busy

Line Verification and Busy Line interrupt. Per Use Senvices are charged for a5

you use them.

11.In the Local Service Summary section, what are “Other Carrier” calis?
Other Carrier calls are calls you placed using a long distence provider other than Matrix.
These calls are typicalty placed using that telephone provider's unique access code. Many
of these aceess codes are prefixed with a *10-10".

12. What local services appear in the.Call Detail section of my invoice?

The local services that appear in the Call Detail section are alf directory assistance. operator

assistance, information service calls (such as time and temperature), and other carmier calis.
spending on your local tefephone provider, Extended Area Calis may or may not appear in

this section.

13. How can I find information aboutthe Telecommunication Relay

Service ([TRS)?

To utilize the TRS system, simply dial 711. For additional information, consult the FCC's
web site. hitp:ffwww foc govicgb/drofrs. himl

14. Can | pay my bill by check?

Payrrent by check authorizes 1rs to clear your check electronicalfy This electronic
transaction will appear on your bank stetement although your check will not be presented to
your financial institution or retumed to you. If your paytnent must be re-presented due to
insufficient funds. the charge for re-presentment may alsoioccur electronically. Payment by
check constitutes acceptance of these terms.

To avoid having your dial long suspended or disconnected, the 'Total New Charges' amount
shown under the 'Summary of Services' section of your invoice must be paid by the ‘Current
Balance Due By date shown on the first page of your inveice. This anmem is in addition to

any non-disputed past due amount shown on this invoice,

N

+© Copyright 2007 Matix Telecom, Inc. Some, res(riulipns may apply.
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N Automatic Debit Payments

M Address Changes

Bl Charge Card Payments
Establish credit card payment beginning
with your next bill

- Establish debit payment beginning with

your next bill

Name Charge to my: Do ‘1 Supply a voided check from the account you

[)Visa [ JAmerican Express _ wish to debit. Please enter

[ ]MasterCard [ ]Discover | | ‘ 1 [ I.i ] | I | l |
teme [ITTTTI LR E R TIITT]  accountumeer

" Account Number 1 1 I i I | l \ { F

Street | | | i | ) l ’ | I ROUNNG NUMDEE  ha onitoig tormbor b oot b tha o of e Azt Herrtror

AMEX CID \Visa/MC/Discover CVWZ i :

FEgund on Yont of corf Femsrnd sftor gocannt brmber on Back o card

2 Be sure to enclose a payment for your current
Apt. 1 Stite D:] '_—_IjExpirallon Date Month / Year Payment Amount Due.
: Note: Automatic Debit Payments begin with your next bill
- Phome Numiber [Area Code) X0%-50000 7 -

City ' Phone Number (Area Code) X000

Signature (must mafch name on account)

. Signature (rnust match name on account)

State Zip Code

Unlit further wrilfen notice, the above sianature authorizes Matrix, ifs successors and/or assigns fo debit my chockrng/.sawngsfcharga account
pop— for my payment, as’ drrscfod above, on or ahout the Payment Due Dalé noted on my hill. In the fufure, the Total Amourit Due wilf be

. automatically debited to the checkr'ng/savings/rhargs accourt as indicated.
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